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Editorial
Welcome to this, the last part of Freshwater Reviews, Vol. 7. I am pleased that this edition brings us back to our normal schedule, in spite of the 
continuation of the problem that delayed publication of Issue 1 of this volume: 
we are still short of our advertised capacity, which, in turn, owes to a dearth of 
acceptable submissions. There may be many reasons for this but I am confident 
that they do not include any lack of quality of the papers we have published. No, 
I recognise that the time that potential authors might devote to writing relevant 
critical overviews in their specialist fields is, these days, severely restricted by 
other demands on their made on their skills.
Nevertheless, putting such considerations to one side, I am able to express 
my enthusiasm and delight about the material we publish this time. First, we 
present a modern assessment by John Anderson of the importance of sediments 
in the reconstruction of the development of lake basins, some of which may 
no longer contain water but  have become more or less terrestrialised through 
the accumulation of peat. John Anderson has been a leading practitioner in 
palaeolimnology for many years, during which he has contributed greatly to the 
enhanced acuity of interpretation of sediment records, as related to the scale of 
causal events and processes in the immediate watersheds, especially vegetation, 
land use and nutrient availability. Here, he also gives special attention to the broader, regional effects of climate and 
anthropogenic influences, affecting several sites in series of neighbouring watersheds.
The second paper, by Terry Langford and Peter Shaw, is a very engaging account built around the authors’ contention that, 
whereas many current or recent river-restoration schemes, desirable as their inception usually is, will invoke hydrological 
channel engineering (as opposed to pure chemical alleviation of water pollution), that will bring improvements to the 
ecology and biodiversity of the target system. However, as Langford and Shaw point out few proposals are very specific 
about this (how? why?); moreover, few completed schemes seem to provide any subsequent monitoring evidence that 
might justify the original claims or, afterwards, to verify the initial assumptions and demonstrate a genuine ecological 
benefit. Clearly, this is disappointing. It is an omission that neither legislation nor project governance seems to have any 
power to demand otherwise; the authors’ view is not contested by any abundant range of citable case-studies. The paper 
may be less a work of science than it is a polemic, but the opinion and the criticisms expressed, scarcely addressed in the 
formal literature, are valid and worthy of projection. 
As always, I take this opportunity to acknowledge all contributors, including Dr Anne Powell for her book review, all our 
referees and, of course, the hard-working members of our production team.
 
        Colin S. Reynolds
Editor
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